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(57) ABSTRACT

Systems and methods for verifying model equivalence are
provided. In one implementation, a system includes: a
memory device that stores a reference model (RM) and com-
parison model (CM), wherein the CM and the RM are con-
strained by a set of rules; and a processing unit that generates
a reference model representation (RMR) from the RM and
stores the RMR on the memory device; the processing unit
further generates a comparison model representation (CMR)
from the comparison model (CM) and stores the CMR on the
memory device, wherein the processing unit further to: veri-
fies that the CMR compatibly implements the RMR; verifies
that a CM data flow diagram derived from the CMR compat-
ibly implements a RM data flow diagram derived from the
RMR; and verifies that every CM semantic unit implements a
behavior that corresponds to a RM semantic unit and every
RM semantic unit is accounted for in the CM.
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1
SYSTEMS AND METHODS FOR VERIFYING
MODEL EQUIVALENCE

BACKGROUND

Complexity in modern safety-critical systems is growing at
a rapid pace, doubling in size within the span of a decade.
Model-based design is increasingly applied to manage this
complexity by lifting the level of abstraction from low-level
code to the analysis of algorithm designs. To facilitate the
transition to model-based design techniques, code generators
provide a link from algorithm design to the production of
code that executes on a target platform through model trans-
formations. Applied model transformations translate a refer-
ence model representation into a translated model represen-
tation for analysis, code generation, or other purposes. In
certain industries, standards require that the translated model
comply with the reference model and require requirements-
based tests that provide complete structural coverage. For
example, code must validly implement the reference
model(s). Further, some standards require a verification pro-
cess that is fully independent from the design process.
Because of these requirements, design and verification tools
in such industries can no longer rely on testing-based evalu-
ations of model transformations or simple syntax checkers.

SUMMARY

The Embodiments of the present invention provide meth-
ods and systems for verifying model equivalence and will be
understood by reading and studying the following specifica-
tion.

In one embodiment, a system for verifying model equiva-
lence is provided. The system includes at least one memory
device configured to store a reference model (RM) and com-
parison model (CM), wherein the CM and the RM are con-
strained by a same set of rules; and a processing unit config-
ured to generate a reference model representation (RMR)
from the RM and store the RMR on the at least one memory
device; the processing unit further configured to generate a
comparison model representation (CMR) from the compari-
son model (CM) and store the CMR on the at least one
memory device, wherein the processing unit is further con-
figured to: verify that the CMR compatibly implements the
RMR; verify that a CM data flow diagram derived from the
CMR compatibly implements a RM data flow diagram
derived from the RMR; and verify that all CM semantic units
correspond to compatible RM semantic units.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF DRAWINGS

Understanding that the drawings depict only exemplary
embodiments and are not therefore to be considered limiting
in scope, the exemplary embodiments will be described with
additional specificity and detail through the use of the accom-
panying drawings, in which:

FIG. 1A is a block diagram depicting one embodiment of
an automatic model equivalence verification system.

FIG. 1B is a block diagram depicting one embodiment of
an automatic model equivalence verification system.

FIG. 2 is a block diagram depicting one implementation of
the exemplary automatic model equivalence verification sys-
tem of FIG. 1A.

FIG. 3 is a block diagram depicting one embodiment of the
concrete syntax of a reference model.

FIG. 4 is a block diagram depicting one embodiment of a
reference model abstract syntax tree.
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2

FIG. 5 is a block diagram depicting one embodiment of a
comparison model abstract syntax tree.

FIG. 6 is a block diagram depicting one embodiment of a
verification unit.

FIG. 7 is a flow chart depicting one embodiment of a
method for verifying that a comparison model and a reference
model are compatible.

In accordance with common practice, the various
described features are not drawn to scale but are drawn to
emphasize specific features relevant to the exemplary
embodiments.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION

In the following detailed description, references are made
to the accompanying drawings that form a part hereof, and in
which is shown by way of illustration specific illustrative
embodiments. However, it is to be understood that other
embodiments may be utilized and that logical, mechanical,
and electrical changes may be made. Furthermore, the
method presented in the drawing figures and the specification
is not to be construed as limiting the order in which the
individual acts may be performed. The following detailed
description is, therefore, not to be taken in a limiting sense.

Further, throughout the present disclosure, the following
terms when used are intended to have the following mean-
ings. The phrase “source code,” as used herein, refers to any
fully executable description of a software system. For
example, source includes machine code, high-level languages
and executable graphical representations of systems. The
term “model,” as used herein, refers to a system or structure
expressed in an artificial language, where the artificial lan-
guage is defined by a consistent set of rules that are used for
interpreting the meaning of components in the system or
structure. In the context of a process that transforms an input
model into an output model, the phrase “reference model
(RM)” refers to the input model and the phrase “comparison
model (CM)” refers to the output model. In one implementa-
tion, both the reference model and the comparison model are
represented by source code.

The phrases “equivalence” and “compatible,” as used
herein, specifies a relationship between the RM and the CM in
which both the RM and CM satisfy the same set of constraints
and have the same observable behavior. While the RM and
CM are equivalent, certain “compatible” differences may
exist between the RM and CM. For example, since a float can
be stored as a double, if a constraint requires a float data type
in the RM, CM can implement the float data with a double
data type and still preserve compatibility. However, if a con-
straint requires a double data type in the RM, a float imple-
mented in CM is not a compatible implementation of the
double data type because a float fails to store a double without
a loss of precision or truncation of data. Rules for compat-
ibility may depend on a multitude of factors, including but not
limited to, precision, variable types, naming conventions or
styles, languages used, etc.

The phrase “model transformation,” as used herein, refers
to either a manual or automated process that follows a set of
rules and guidelines to translate the RM into the CM. The
phrase “Code generation,” as used herein, is an alternative
term used to refer to model transformations, where the CM is
expressed in the form of machine readable code. The phrase,
“model equivalence verification (MEV)” refers to a process
that verifies that a CM is a valid representation of a RM. The
phrase “reference model representation (RMR)” refers to a
representation of the reference model that is readily used by
the model transformation and MEV processes. The RMR
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representation is typically, but not necessarily, a computer-
based representation. The term “comparison model represen-
tation (CMR)” refers to a representation of the comparison
model that is readily used by the model transformation and
MEYV processes. The CMR representation is typically, but not
necessarily, a computer-based representation. The term “ref-
erence model representation creator (RMRC)” refers to a
process that follows specific rules to create a RMR from a
RM. For example, reading the RM from a file, and creating a
machine readable RMR in a computer’s memory is one
embodiment of a RMRC. The phrase “comparison model
representation creator (CMRC)” refers to a process that cre-
ates a CMR from the CM following specific rules. In some
embodiments, a CMRC includes reading a CM from a fileand
creating a machine readable CMR in a computer’s memory.
In some implementations, the RMRC may function like the
CMRC with the exception of differences implied as above
with reference to the different formats of the RM and CM.

In certain embodiments, a RM captures the design of a
software system. To accomplish the abstraction from low-
level code to analysis, the RM is described by a modeling
language. Examples of a modeling language include MAT-
LAB Simulink/Stateflow, UML, SysML, HUTN, AADL,
EMF, MOF, Statecharts, Petri-nets, Kahn Process Networks,
Synchronous Data Flow, and the like. Modeling languages
are defined by concrete syntax, abstract syntax, semantics,
abstract syntax mapping and semantic mapping. Concrete
and abstract syntax can be represented textually, graphically,
or a combination of both textually and graphically. Semantics
can be defined formally through the use of formal languages
or formal models of computation or informally, by specifying
rules for execution or describing the behavior in a natural
human language like English. The abstract syntax mapping
describes how the concrete syntax and abstract syntax relate
to each other. Finally, the semantic mapping assigns semantic
meaning to abstract syntax elements. We refer to abstract
syntax elements with assigned semantic meaning as “seman-
tic units”.

The concrete syntax of a modeling language specifies how
the modeling language represents a reference model in terms
of actual characters, letters, or other visual constructs. In
contrast to the concrete syntax, the abstract syntax is con-
cerned with the syntax structure. The abstract syntax defines
what the elements of the concrete syntax represent. For
example, the abstract syntax represents the types of blocks,
block attributes, ports expressing hierarchy, and the connec-
tions between the blocks and ports. The abstract syntax is
concerned about the meaning of the graphical constructs of
the concrete syntax, not how they are represented. Further, a
concrete syntax representation can be mapped to an abstract
syntax representation by the abstract syntax mapping. An
abstract syntax representation of the concrete syntax can be in
the form of an abstract syntax tree.

The phrases “modeling construct” and “block™ are used
interchangeably and refer to a semantic unit consisting of a
group of one or more declarations and statements. The phrase
“abstract syntax tree,” as used herein, refers to a tree repre-
sentation of the abstract syntax of a model. Further, the
abstract syntax tree for a reference model is referred to as a
“reference model abstract syntax tree (RMAST)” and the
abstract syntax tree for a comparison model is referred to as a
“comparison model abstract syntax tree (CMAST)”. The
term “attribute,” as used herein, refers to a property of a
modeling construct. The phrase “data dependency,” as used
herein, refers to a modeling construct that references data in a
different modeling construct. The phrase “root block,” as
used herein, refers to a hierarchical modeling construct that
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may contain other modeling constructs, but is not contained
itself within any other modeling construct. The phrase “child
block,” as used herein, refers to a hierarchical modeling con-
struct that is contained within another modeling construct.
The phrase “data flow diagram,” as used herein, refers to a
representation of the flow of data through a system. The term
“formula,” as used herein, refers to an algorithmic processing
and assignment of data values. The term “domain-specific
modeling language (DSML.),” as used herein, refers to a mod-
eling language that expresses syntax and semantics. DSMLs
commonly support concepts such as hierarchy, inheritance,
containment, interface/implementation, relations, and the
like. DSMLs describe reference models from a wide range of
applications.

Software is increasingly being designed using model-
based design methods. Once software is designed in a mod-
eling environment based on a RM, the use of a model trans-
formation changes a RM into a CM. Alternatively, multiple
transformations are used to transform a RM into a CM, where
the CM is used for another model transformation. For
example, multiple transformations are used to analyze difter-
ent aspects of a RM. One transformation changes the RM into
a CM to analyze one set of properties of the RM, while a
different transformation changes the RM to analyze a differ-
ent set of properties of the RM.

In another implementation, the model transformation pro-
cess functions as a code generator by generating code based
on a RM to be implemented on a destination platform. When
the model transformation functions as a code generator, the
phrases “source code” and “CM” are interchangeable, as
generated source code is an embodiment of a CM. For certain
platforms, the generated code is verified against the RM to
show that the source code complies with the RM. For
example, software designed for flight-critical systems in air-
craft is certified according to guidelines defined by RTCA
DO-178B, and its successor RTCA DO-178C. Further, in
some implementations, the verification process must be fully
independent of the design process. In the exemplary systems
described herein, the CM is verified against the RM by com-
paring an RMR against a CMR.

Further, unlike syntax based checkers, the exemplary sys-
tems described herein are able to comprehend low-level
requirements, as described in RTCA DO-178B, even as com-
plexity increases. Syntax-based implementations of MEV
generally focus on syntax verification, relying on strict mod-
eling styles, formats, and standards, and the performance of
low-level comparisons between the CM and low-level
requirements. As complexity increases, syntax-based check-
ers become unable to comprehend low-level requirements
because of their inability to capture the semantics of RMs.
Furthermore, if the style or format of the CM changes, a
syntax-based checker is unable to compare the new form of
the CM with the RM.

Further, model transformation may produce CMs in mod-
eling languages such as the examples of modeling languages
described above. Model transformation may also involve
code generation. Code generators can generate source code
from a RM into programming languages like C, C++, C#,
Objective C, Ada, Java, Python, Ruby, HTML, Flash, Prolog,
Haskell, and the like. Code can also be generated to run on
middleware platforms such as CORBA, J2EE, ICE, SOAP,
NET, COM, RPC, and the like. Code generated may also
include bytecode or shell scripts that can readily execute on a
target platform, or potentially on a virtual machine such as the
Java VM, VMware desktop software, and the like. Code gen-
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eration is performed by a computer implemented application
or through manual source code development performed by a
human.

FIG. 1A is a block diagram of one embodiment of an
automatic MEV system 100a. Automatic MEV system 100a
verifies that CM 102 and RM 104 are compatible with the
same set of rules and constraints. To perform the verification
of CM 102, automatic MEV system 100« includes a compari-
son model representation creator (CMRC) 106, a reference
model representation creator (RMRC) 108, and a verification
unit 110.

In certain embodiments, a modeling language describes
RM 104, and modeling tools can store the information
describing RM 104 in a native format particular to the mod-
eling language. For example, modeling tools built on MAT-
LAB Simulink store information associated with RM 104 in
files having a “.mdl” extension. In certain embodiments, a
programming language will describe CM 102. For example,
the programming language ANSI C can describe CM 102.

In this embodiment, RMRC 108 receives RM 104 as an
input. A RM parser 122 parses RM 104 to create a RMR 142.
RM parser 122 is performed either manually or automatically
to parse RM 104. RMRC 108 in FIG. 1A stores a represen-
tation of RM 104 along with additional data derived from RM
104 in RMR 142. For example, in a specific implementation,
RMRC 108 stores data flow diagrams derived from RM 104
in RMR 142. Likewise, CMRC 106 receives CM 102 as an
input and a CM parser 116 parses CM 102 to create CMR 140
from CM 102. Verification unit 110 receives the RMR 142
from RMRC 108, receives the CMR 140 from CMRC 106,
and compares CMR 140 against RMR 142 to verify that CM
102 is compatible with RM 104.

After RMRC 108 and CMRC 106 create representations of
CM 102 and RM 104, verification unit 110 verifies that CM
102 and RM 104 are compatible with one another according
to a set of rules by confirming that data dependencies implied
by CMR 140 are compatible with the data dependencies
implied by RMR 142. To confirm that data dependencies are
compatible between CMR 140 and RMR 142, verification
unit 110 performs verification processes that include com-
parisons based on syntactic checks, equivalence checking
based on formal languages and logic, simulation trace equiva-
lence, and the like. In one implementation, verification unit
110 performs three processes that include a hierarchy checker
132, a dependency checker 134, and a formula checker 136.

In one implementation, hierarchy checker 132 verifies that
the hierarchy and structure of the data flow diagram(s)
derived from CM 102 and stored in CMR 140 are compatible
with the hierarchy and structure of the model derived from
RM 104 and stored in RMR 142. Dependency checker 134
uses the data flow diagrams in CMR 140 and RMR 142 to
determine whether dependencies in the two data flow dia-
grams are compatible. Formula checker 136 verifies that
semantic elements of CMR 140 are compatible with the
semantic elements of RMR 142. In one embodiment, formula
checker 136 verifies that formulas in CM 102 implement
expected behavior that corresponds to a block in RM 104. In
another embodiment, formula checker 136 verifies that words
and sentences in CM 102 formed using a programming lan-
guage are compatible with words and sentences in RM 104
formed using a domain-specific modeling language.

In some implementations, verification system 100a
includes obtain type information 144. Obtain type informa-
tion 144 processes the CMR 140 to obtain type information
for variables, attributes, function calls, software structs, and
classes. Obtain type information 144 may use the information
to annotate the data flow diagrams stored in CMR 140. In one
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embodiment, the verification processes performed by hierar-
chy checker 132, dependency checker 134, and formula
checker 136 rely on the annotated type information to deter-
mine whether semantic elements and data specified by CMR
140 are compatible with semantic elements and data specified
by RMR 142.

FIG. 1B illustrates a system for verifying source code that
implements a parser generator 112 for generating RM parser
122 and CM parser 116 and an intermediate reference model.
To create RM parser 122, a parser generator 112 receives RM
grammar 120 and generates RM parser 122 based on RM
grammar 120. For example, in at least one embodiment,
parser generator 112 uses the “ANother Tool for Language
Recognition” (ANTLR) parser generator. Parser generator
112 generates a parser for a domain-specific modeling lan-
guage that is specified by a grammar. For example, when
parser generator 112 is an ANTLR parser generator, parser
generator 112 generates parsers for languages expressed by
an LL* grammar. A parser based on an LL* grammar parses
input data from left to right, and constructs the left most
derivation of the sentence. Further, parser generator 112 also
receives CM grammar 114 in the same manner that parser
generator 112 receives RM grammar 120 as described above.
In one embodiment, parser generator 112 creates RM parser
122 in RMRC 108 and CM parser 116 in CMRC 106.

In one implementation, CM parser 116 parses CM 102 to
create a CMAST 118. CMRC 106 stores CMAST 118 along
with additional information in CMR 140. For example, a
specific implementation derives data flow diagrams from
CMAST 118, and stores the data flow diagram in CMR 140.
In one implementation RM parser parses RM 104 to create a
RMAST 130. RMRC 108 stores RMAST 130 along with
additional information in RMR 142.

In some implementations, the code verification process is
independent from the design process by converting RM 104
into an intermediate RM 126. Intermediate RM 126 is stored
in a format that is not native to the modeling language, such
that it is independent from both reference model 104 and the
modeling language that describes reference model 104. For
instance, when RM parser 122 parses RM 104 to create
RMAST 130, a domain specific modeling language (DSML)
can be used to describe RMAST 130. The model described by
the DSML can be stored in different formats. In one embodi-
ment, the DSML captures the abstract syntax of RM 104 in an
Extensible Markup Language (XML) format.

In at least one embodiment, to convert RM 104 into a
non-native format, RM parser 122 also parses and converts
RM 104 into intermediate RM 126. In certain standards, to
satisfy the independence requirement between the creation of
RM 104 and the verification of CM 102, the verification
process cannot depend on the design process. To ensure inde-
pendence of the verification process from the design process,
RM parser 122 captures RM 104 created during the design
process by converting it into intermediate RM 126 in order to
be used for the verification process.

In a further embodiment, an equivalence checker 124 veri-
fies that intermediate RM 126 is an equivalent representation
of RM 104. For example, in one implementation, equivalence
checker 124 verifies the equivalence of intermediate RM 126
and RM 104 by comparing semantic elements in RM 104 to
semantic elements in intermediate RM 126. Further, equiva-
lence checker 124 also functions similarly to verification unit
110. By using an intermediate RM 126 to capture RM 104, the
verification of CM 102 is independent of the design process.
RMRC 108 further includes intermediate parser 128. Inter-
mediate parser 128 parses intermediate RM 126 and converts
it into RMR 142 along with accompanying data flow dia-
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grams. In some implementations, intermediate parser 128
may store RMAST 130, intermediate RM 126, and accom-
panying data flow diagrams in RMR 142. Verification unit
110 uses the data stored in CMR 140 to verify that CM 102 is
compatible with RM 104.

FIG. 2 is a block diagram depicting one embodiment of a
system 200 for implementing an automatic source code veri-
fication system. System 200 includes a processing unit 201
having one or more processors and a memory 209 having one
or more memory devices. Processing unit 201 includes at
least one electronic device that accepts data and performs
mathematical and logical operations. For example, process-
ing unit 201 can operate on a standalone computer accepting
data and performing mathematical and logical operations.
Alternatively, processing unit 201 could operate on a server,
where the server accesses CM 102 from a version control
system. To perform the mathematical and logical operations,
processing unit 201 reads instructions from memory 209.
Memory 209 includes at least one device that can hold data in
a machine readable format. Memory 209 can be read only
memory, random access memory, flash memory, flip-flops,
and the like. As was stated, memory 209 stores executable
instructions for directing the execution of processing unit
201. For example, memory 209 stores reference model rep-
resentation creator (RMRC) instructions 211, comparison
model representation creator (CMRC) instructions 213, and
verification instructions 215. RMRC instructions 211 direct
processing unit 201 to create a RMR of a RM 104 and store it
in RMR 242 in memory 209 along with potential data flow
diagrams or other data derived for RMR 242. CMRC instruc-
tions 213 direct processing unit 201 to create a CMR from a
CM and store the CMR in CMR 240 in memory 209 along
with potential data flow diagrams or other data derived for
CMR 240. Verification instructions 215 instruct processing
unit 201 to run processes that verify that CM 102 is compat-
ible with RM 104.

In some implementations, processing unit 201 also con-
nects to at least one of interface 203, user input element 205,
and display element 207. Interface 203 interfaces processing
unit 201 with one or more other devices which provide the
source code, reference models and/or grammar to the pro-
cessing unit 201 for verifying that a CM is compatible with a
RM. Interface 203 also provides a way to output the results of
the verification process. For example, the results can be out-
put to a printer via interface 203. User input element 205
allows a user to direct the operation of processing unit 201.
For example, a user may select a RM and accompanying CM
for verification. Display element 207 receives data from pro-
cessing unit 201 and displays the data to a user. For example,
display element 207 can display the results of the verification
process to a user through a communicative medium like an
on-screen message, a paper printout, music, Braille, and the
like. Alternatively, display element 207 could also comprise a
web server, where the web server receives data from process-
ing unit 201 and displays the received data on the internet,
communicates the data to a user through email communica-
tions, and the like.

The processing unit 201 includes or functions with soft-
ware programs, firmware or other computer readable instruc-
tions for carrying out various methods, process tasks, calcu-
lations, and control functions, used in the implementing the
functionality described above. These instructions are typi-
cally stored on any appropriate computer readable medium
used for storage of computer readable instructions or data
structures. The computer readable medium can be imple-
mented as any available media that can be accessed by a
general purpose or special purpose computer or processor, or
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any programmable logic device. Suitable processor-readable
media may include storage or memory media such as mag-
netic or optical media. For example, storage or memory
media may include conventional hard disks, Compact Disk-
Read Only Memory (CDROM), volatile or non-volatile
media such as Random Access Memory (RAM) (including,
but not limited to, Synchronous Dynamic Random Access
Memory (SDRAM), Double Data Rate (DDR) RAM, RAM-
BUS Dynamic RAM (RDRAM), Static RAM (SRAM), etc.),
Read Only Memory (ROM), Electrically Erasable Program-
mable ROM (EEPROM), and flash memory, etc. Suitable
processor-readable media may also include transmission
media such as electrical, electromagnetic, or digital signals,
conveyed via a communication medium such as a network
and/or a wireless link.

FIG. 3 provides an illustration of a concrete graphical
syntax representation of a RM 300 according to one embodi-
ment. In particular, RM 300 is an implementation of RM 104
in FIG. 1, where the concrete syntax of RM 300 is shown in a
graphical modeling language. As shown in RM 300, the con-
crete syntax provides a visual representation of the system. In
RM 300, the concrete syntax consists of blocks (302-1 . . .
302-N), input ports (304-1 . . . 304-M), output ports
(310-1 . . . 310-Y), connections (312-1 . . . 312-7), and
boundaries (308-1 . . . 308-X). Blocks (302-1 . . . 302-N)
represent segments of the system that algorithmically
manipulate data. Input ports (304-1 . . . 304-M) represent
inputs through which blocks (302-1 . . . 302-N) receive data.
Output ports (310-1 . . . 310-Y) represent outputs through
which blocks (302-1 . . . 302-N) transmit data. Connections
(312-1 . . . 312-7) specify dependencies and data flow from
output ports (310-1 . . . 310-Y) to input ports (304-1 . . .
304-M) and of blocks (302-1 . . . 302-N). Boundaries
(308-1 . . . 308-X) are ports that correspond to the boundary
between the system represented by RM 300 and the environ-
ment of RM 300.

FIG. 4 is a block diagram showing one embodiment of a
RMAST 400. RMAST 400 is an example of RMAST 130 in
FIG. 1. RMAST 400 contains a RM root block 402, RM child
blocks 404, and connections 406 that specify the relationships
of the RM child blocks 404 with the other blocks. RM root
block 402 represents the system containing the SIMULINK
model shown in FIG. 3. RM child blocks 404 represent the
syntax of the model, and correspond to the following ele-
ments: blocks 302 in FIG. 3, input ports 304, output ports 310,
and boundaries 308. Connections 406 represent data depen-
dencies between RM child blocks 404 and either other RM
child blocks 404 or RM root block 402. Moreover, in some
embodiments, the children of RM child blocks 404 represent
attributes of the elements shown in FIG. 3. For example,
exemplary attribute 408 is a leaf in the RMAST and repre-
sents an attribute of a RM child block 404.

FIG. 5 is a block diagram showing one embodiment of a
CMAST 500. CMAST 500 is an example of an implementa-
tion of CMAST 118 in FIG. 1. Similar to the RMAST 400 in
FIG. 4, CMAST 500 in FIG. 5 includes a CM root block 502
and CM child blocks 504. Further, CMAST 500 includes
representations of data structures, such as exemplary struct
508, and comments, such as exemplary comment 506.

FIG. 6 is a block diagram illustrating a verification unit
610, verification unit 610 being an implementation of verifi-
cation unit 110 in FIG. 1 according to one embodiment.
Similar to verification unit 110, verification unit 610 includes
a hierarchy checker 632, a dependency checker 634, and a
formula checker 636.

In certain implementations, verification unit 610 is used to
verify that source code generated from a design model is
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compatibly equivalent to the reference design model. When
the RM is a design model and the CM is source code, hierar-
chy checker 632 includes a comparison model attribute iden-
tifier 602. Comparison model attribute identifier 602 is con-
figured to identify attributes from a comparison model 102 in
FIG. 1, such as source code. CM attribute identifier 602
processes a CMR 102 to identify data types. Verification unit
110 uses the identified data types to compare attribute infor-
mation in CMR 140 to attribute information in RMR 142. For
example, CM attribute identifier 602 processes type defini-
tion declarations and stores the declarations internally as
attribute types such as type name, qualifiers (const, volatile),
signedness (signed, unsigned), storage qualifiers (extern,
static, auto), array dimensions if the attribute is defined as
array, address and pointer modifiers, and the like. Structs,
unions, and other composite types are also supported through
theuse of scopes. Theterm “scope,” as used herein, represents
a specific scope in which attribute types and attribute decla-
rations are active. For example, attributes declared within a
struct will have their scope embedded within the struct scope.
All type definition declarations are represented as an attribute
type object. In some implementations, the type definition
declarations are obtained by obtain type information 144. In
further implementations, the type definitions are stored inter-
nally in a balanced tree structure. The attribute class stores
attribute names, values, and the type of the attribute. CM
attribute identifier 602 flexibly represents the type system and
processes type information present in CMR 140 natively.

Hierarchy checker 632 further includes a block list creator
604. A list is a potential representation for ordered collec-
tions, but other data structures may also be used for this step,
including, but not limited to trees, hash maps, linked lists, etc.
To identify the blocks in both RM 104 and CM 102, block list
creator 604 creates a RM block list from RMR 142 and a CM
block list from CMR 140. By identifying the blocks in RMR
142 and the blocks in CMR 140, block list creator 604 creates
a list of the blocks contained in RM 104 and CM 102. Hier-
archy checker 632 further includes a block checker 606 that
verifies that the hierarchical position of each block in the RM
block list is compatible with the hierarchical position of at
least one block in the CM block list. In one implementation,
block checker 606 may check that all parent and child nodes
for a given block are compatible matches. In some implemen-
tations, special circumstances can arise where a block is not
represented in either the RM block list or the CM block list.
Block checker 606 can make exceptions for these special
circumstances that do not hinder the behavior of the CM or
RM. For example, Mux/Demux blocks may be encoded as
arrays and iterators, and certain blocks in MATTLAB Simulink
are strictly display related—i.e. store text boxes only. If com-
patibility cannot be established, the difference is reported
through verification report 138.

In one embodiment, block checker 606 verifies that the
functionality associated with a RM block name in the CM
block list created by block list creator 604 is compatible with
the functionality associated with at least one CM block name
in the CM block list created by block list creator 604. Further,
block checker 606 creates a RM block child list comprising
the types of each RM child block ofthe RM block represented
by the RM block type. Block checker 606 also creates a CM
block child list comprising the types of each CM child block
of'a CM block represented by the CM block type. A CM child
block has data dependencies on designated CM blocks. Block
checker 606 verifies that the functionality of each RM child
block represented in the RM block child list is compatible
with a CM block child in the CM block child list and verifies
that attributes associated with the CM block type are compat-
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ible with attributes associated with the CM block type.
Attributes have relationships that exist for some or all
instances of a block and are directly associated with a block.
In one implementation of block checker 606, block checker
606 walks through the structure of the RMR 142 and the CMR
140, and verifies that the types and functionality of blocks and
children blocks of the RMR 142 are compatible with the
blocks and children blocks of the CMR 140.

In certain implementations, block checker 606 verifies that
the functionality associated with the types of blocks in the
CMR 140 is compatible with the functionality associated
with block types in RMR 142. Alternatively, block checker
606 can use a mapping table to verify that CMR 140 is
compatible with RMR 130. Hierarchy checker 632 also
includes an unmatched block list creator 608 that creates an
unmatched block list, where the unmatched block list con-
tains a list of RM blocks that fail to be compatible with a CM
block in the CM block list and a list of CM blocks that fail to
be compatible with at least one block in the RM, block list.

Hierarchy checker 632 deals with inherent complexities in
the identification of matching blocks in RMR 142 and CMR
140. One source of complexity is code generators that rely on
sophisticated code optimizations. Code optimizations can
distort the structure of CM 102 with respect to a RM 104. To
overcome the complexity arising from optimizing compilers,
the hierarchy checker 632 keeps track of the types of blocks
present in both the RMR and CMR, and maintains a list of
expected attribute types and values for each block. Cases
where code is not necessarily generated are explicitly defined
for verification, and information describing the explicitly
defined cases are stored and communicated to hierarchy
checker 632. Hierarchy checker 632 helps determine whether
the lack of source code is an error, or an expected result of
code optimization. Further, hierarchy checker 632 also
checks for corner cases such as empty blocks, non-existent
observation points, etc. that may instruct the compiler not to
generate code where the occurrences do not hinder the opera-
tion of code. Also, hierarchy checker 632 checks for certain
types of blocks that have no associated generated code. For
example, some blocks that act as multiplexers/demultiplexers
and blocks that determine how data traverses through a model
may not generate code. Hierarchy checker 632 is not con-
cerned with dependencies between the blocks, as the con-
straints created by dependencies are verified by dependency
checker 634.

As was mentioned above, verification unit 610 also
includes dependency checker 634. Dependency checker 634
includes a data flow diagram creator 611 that populates the
data flows from CM 102 and RM 104 in CMR 140 and RMR
142 respectively. Dependency checker 634 then verifies that
data flow diagrams created from CM 102 are compatible with
data flow diagrams created from RM 104. Dependency
checker 634 includes a CM attribute dependency identifier
612 configured to create an attribute dependency list, where
the attribute dependency list identifies data dependencies
within CM 102. In at least one embodiment, CM attribute
dependency identifier 612 identifies CM functions; separates
CM 102 into segments based on units with semantic meaning
(delimiters, sentences, words, and the like); creates a list of
CM data dependencies; identifies a type for each token, where
a token is a basic grammatically indivisible unit of language
in a CM segment that represents a keyword, operator, or
identifier. Further, CM attribute dependency identifier 612
identifies a data dependency within the CM segment and
saves the data dependency in the list of CM data dependen-
cies.



US 9,063,672 B2

11

In some implementations, dependency checker 634 con-
verts RM 104 into a data flow diagram, where vertices repre-
sent block attributes, and edges correspond to the connections
within RM 104. Further, CM 102 implies a partial ordering on
the attributes declared within CM 102. For example, assign-
ment operators imply a precedence relationship between the
source and destination of the operator. Dependency checker
634 obtains the partial ordering of attributes implied by CM
102. At the end of the execution by dependency checker 634,
an attribute dependency list contains all source/destination
pairs for dependencies, and specifies all partial orderings
between attributes identified by CM attribute identifier 602.

The following code example can be used to illustrate how
dependency checker 634 obtains the partial ordering of
attributes according to one embodiment using the ANSI C
programming language:

printf(*“%d %d”, a, d);

1: #include <stdio.h>;

2: main( ) {

3: inta,b=1,c=2,d,e=3,{=4;
4: a=b+g;

5: d=e+f;

6:

7:

The assignment operator ‘="implies a precedence relation-
ship in both lines 4 and 5. In order to assign a value to a, both
b and ¢ must already be initialized. Moreover, the value of a
depends on both the value of b and c¢. However, there is no
dependency relationship implied between either b or c. Like-
wise, in line 5 we determine that d depends on e and f, and
there is no dependency relationship between e and f. More-
over, we also recognize that a and d are completely indepen-
dent, therefore there is no dependency relationship between
any elements of sets {a; b; ¢} and {d; e; f}. The partial
ordering implied by the example shown in the above code
example can be summarized as a set: {a—b, a—c, d—e,
d—f}.

Further, RMR 142 explicitly contains information on the
RM connections. Each connection is defined between block
attributes. Dependency comparator 614 of dependency
checker 634 iterates through connection entries obtained
from RMR 130 and cross checks the connection entries with
the attribute dependency list to verify that the dependencies
are the same and there are no contradicting constraints, where
a contradictory constraint occurs when the dependency for a
block in RM 104 is different than the dependency for an
equivalent CM segment in CM 102. If there are no contra-
dicting constraints, dependency checker 634 has successfully
verified that the data flow diagrams of RM 104 are compatible
with the data flow diagrams of CM 102.

Additionally, verification unit 610 includes formula
checker 636. Formula checker 636 includes a template library
622 that stores a plurality of templates, as well as their poten-
tial mapping to semantic units in CM 102. For example, in
one implementation, template library 622 may contain a for-
mula in the form A=B+C with a potential mapping to a “sum”
block in a reference model. Templates are typically set before
the MEV analysis begins. However, they may also be dynami-
cally added to the library during the MEV process by template
instantiator 624 that may create and modify templates in
template library 622. Also, formula checker 636 includes
template identifier 626 that identifies templates in the tem-
plate library 622 corresponding to semantic units in RM 104.
Template library 622 may potentially specity one-to-many
mappings for templates; in other words, a single template
represents multiple semantic units in a reference model. For
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example, the template A=B*C represents multiplication,
gain, or a square function. In such cases, formula checker 636
identifies the correspondence of semantic units in RM 104
and CM 102. A potential implementation builds on hierarchy
checker 632 to show correspondence of semantic elements
between RM 104 and CM 102. If the type of the semantic unit
from CM 102 is defined as a potential match in template
library 622, and correspondence was established between the
semantic units, then equivalence is shown. In at least one
embodiment, template identifier 626 also separates RM 104
into a plurality of RM segments based on semantic units (such
as words, sentences, and delimiters, and the like) and matches
each RM segment in the plurality of RM segments to a tem-
plate stored in template library 622.

Formula checker 636 attempts to prove that the formulas
employed within source code 104 are compatible with the
expected behavior of low-level blocks. The term “formula,”
as used herein, refers to an algorithmic processing on an
assignment of data values. For example, “A=B+C” represents
a formula where A is assigned the value of B added with C.
Formula checker 636 builds on template library 622. For each
model block, a set of templates is defined. The template
contains possible sequences of formulas and variable loca-
tions. A template can be instantiated by inserting variable
names in the variable locations, where the variable locations
indicate the location of a variable throughout the CM 102.
After instantiation, the template defines an algorithmic for-
mula that implies a specific processing on the variables,
including assignment of values.

Similar to dependency checker 634, formula checker 636
breaks up CM 102 through the use of semantic units such as
lines, sentences, words, delimiters, and the like. Template
identifier 626 then tries to match templates from template
library 622 to the semantic units. Template identifier 626 uses
the attribute hierarchy information obtained by the hierarchy
checker 632 to identify the type of the block analyzed within
the semantic unit. Using the block type information, template
identifier 626 identifies the set of templates that are applicable
to that specific type of block. If the template matches CM 102,
the compatibility is proved. For example, a formula template
represented by “A=B+C” will match the formula implemen-
tation “class.attrl=class2.attr2+gain”, as the formula tem-
plate matches the semantic meaning of the elements. Like-
wise the above formula template also matches
“class.attrl=gain+class2.attr2”. If the formula template does
not match the formula implementations in source code, then
the validity test fails. In a further implementation, template
identifier is able to identify combinations of templates. For
example, the statement “A=B*(C+D)” is a combination of
templates “A=B+C” and “A=(B*C)” In order to be applicable
to code generated using optimizing compilers, template
library 622 remains flexible, and able to express dynamic
changes in code, such as loop rolling. Therefore, rather than
being only a syntactic check, the template matching involves
a semantic check to prove the compatibility.

As described above, verification unit 610 performs the
above mentioned three checks or combination thereof on
RMR 130 and CMR 118 in conjunction with the correspond-
ing data flow diagrams stored in internal comparison model
representation 140 and internal reference model representa-
tion 142. In particular, hierarchy checker 632, dependency
checker 634, and formula checker 636 or a combination
thereof compare different aspects of CMR 140 and RMR 142.
When hierarchy checker 632, dependency checker 634, and
formula checker 636 identify differences between the RMR
142 and the CMR 140, the differences are transmitted to and
stored in verification report 138. Verification report 138 stores
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the differences so that they can be read by a user or other
computing system. In some implementations, verification
report 138 indicates what portions of comparison model 102
were not able to be automatically verified against the refer-
ence model 104 so that a user, upon analyzing verification
report 138 can manually verify those sections. In certain
embodiments, as hierarchy checker 632, dependency checker
634, and formula checker 636 identify the differences
between CM 102 and RM 104 and report the differences to
verification report 138, the absence of differences in verifica-
tion report 138 verifies that CM 102 is compatible with RM
104.

FIG. 7 is a flowchart depicting an exemplary model veri-
fication method 700, which is used to verify that a CM is
compatible with a RM. Method 700 can be implemented by
automatic model equivalence verification system 100a
described above. At act 702, a RMR is created from an RM
stored on at least one memory device as described above in
relation to FIGS. 1-4. For example, in one embodiment, a RM
parser parses a RM to capture the abstract syntax and stores
the captured abstract syntax as a RMR. At act 704, a CMR is
created from a CM stored on at least one memory device,
wherein the CM and the RM are constrained by a rule set as
described above in relation to FIGS. 1 and 5. For example, a
CM parser parses a CM to capture the abstract syntax and
stores the captured abstract syntax as a CMR.

A verification unit verifies that the data flow diagrams
derived from the RMR are compatible with the data flow
diagrams derived from the CMR. The verification unit
includes a hierarchy checker, a dependency checker, and a
formula checker. At act 706, a processor verifies whether the
CMR and the RMR are compatible with the rules set. In one
embodiment, the verification of whether the CMR compat-
ibly implements the RMR is described above in relation to the
hierarchy checker 632 in FIG. 6. Act 708 verifies whether a
CM data flow diagram derived from the CMR and a RM data
flow diagram derived from the RMR are compatible. In one
embodiment, the verification of whether a CM data flow
diagram compatibly implements a RM data flow diagram is
described above in relation to dependency checker 634 in
FIG. 6. Act 710 verifies whether a CM semantic unit in the
CM implements an expected behavior that corresponds to a
RM semantic unit in the RM. In some implementations, act
710 is repeatedly performed until the compatibility of each
CM semantic unit and RM semantic unit is verified. In one
embodiment, the verification of formulas in the CM is
described above in relation to formula checker 636 in FIG. 6.

Although specific embodiments have been illustrated and
described herein, it will be appreciated by those of ordinary
skill in the art that any arrangement, which is calculated to
achieve the same purpose, may be substituted for the specific
embodiments shown. Therefore, it is manifestly intended that
this invention be limited only by the claims and the equiva-
lents thereof.

What is claimed:

1. A method for verifying model compatibility, the method
comprising:

creating a reference model representation (RMR) from a

reference model (RM) stored on an at least one memory
device;

creating a comparison model representation (CMR) from a

comparison model stored on the at least one memory
device, wherein the comparison model and the reference
model are constrained by a same set of rules;

verifying with a processor coupled to the at least one

memory device that the CMR and the RMR are compat-
ible according to the same set of rules;

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

55

60

o
o

14
verifying with the processor that a CM data flow diagram
derived from the CMR and a RM data flow diagram
derived from the RMR are compatible with one another;
verifying with the processor that all CM semantic units
implement expected behaviors that correspond to RM
semantic units; and

verifying that all RM semantic units are accounted for in

the CM.

2. The method of claim 1, wherein verifying that the CMR
and the RMR are compatible comprises:

processing the CM to identify attributes;

identifying a CM root block of the CMR;

identifying a RM root block of the RMR;

identifying the child blocks of both the CM root block and

the RM root block;

comparing the identified child blocks of the CM root block

with the identified child blocks of the RM root block;
and

verifying that the attributes of the CM root block are com-

patible with the attributes of the RM root block.

3. The method of claim 1, wherein verifying that the CM
data flow diagram and RM data flow diagrams are compatible
further comprises:

identifying data dependencies in the CM; and

comparing the data dependencies with the RM dependen-

cies in the RMR.

4. The method of claim 1, wherein verifying with the
processor that a CM semantic unit in the CM implements an
expected behavior that corresponds to a RM semantic unit in
the RM further comprises:

defining a plurality of templates;

dividing the CM into a plurality of CM segments based on

a semantic unit;
comparing each CM segment in the plurality of CM seg-
ments to at least one template in the plurality of tem-
plates, each template containing formula sequences and
variable locations associated with the CM segment; and
determining that the CM implements the RM when each
CM segment matches one of the plurality of templates.

5. A system for verifying model equivalence, the system
comprising:

at least one memory device configured to store a reference

model (RM) and comparison model (CM), wherein the
CM and the RM are constrained by a same set of rules;
and

a processing unit configured to generate a reference model

representation (RMR) from the RM and store the RMR

on the at least one memory device; the processing unit

further configured to generate a comparison model rep-

resentation (CMR) from the comparison model (CM)

and store the CMR on the at least one memory device,

wherein the processing unit is further configured to:

verify that the CMR and the RMR are compatible
according to the same set of rules;

verify that a CM data flow diagram derived from the
CMR and a RM data flow diagram derived from the
RMR are compatible with one another;

verify that all CM semantic units implement expected
behaviors that correspond to RM semantic units; and

verify that all RM semantic units are accounted for in the
CM.

6. The system of claim 5, wherein the processing unit is
further configured to:

identify attributes from the CM;

create a RM block list from the RMR and create a CM

block list from the CMR;
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verify that each RM block name in the RM block list is
compatible with a CM block name in the CM block list;
and
create an unmatched block list, wherein the unmatched
block list contains a list of RM block names that fail to be
compatible with a CM block name in the CM block list
and a list of CM block names that fail to be compatible
with at least one RM block name in the RM block list.
7. The system of claim 6, wherein the processing unit is
further configured to:
verify that functionality associated with CM block names
in the CM block list is compatible with the functionality
associated with RM block names in the RM block list;
create a RM block child list comprising the names of each
RM child block of a RM block represented by the RM
block name;
create a CM block child list comprising the names of each
CM child block of a CM block represented by the CM
block name;
verify that functionality associated with each RM child
block in the RM block child list is compatible with
functionality associated with a CM block child in the
CM block child list; and
verify that attributes associated with the RM block name
are compatible with attributes associated with the CM
block name.
8. The system of claim 5, wherein the processing unit is
further configured to:
create an attribute dependency list on the at least one
memory device, wherein the attribute dependency list
identifies data dependencies within the CM; and
compare attribute dependencies within the attribute depen-
dency list with data dependencies in the RMR.
9. The system of claim 8, wherein the processing unit is
further configured to:
identify CM functions;
separate the CM into segments based on a semantic unit;
identify a token type in a segment; and
identify a data dependency within the segment and save the
data dependency in the attribute dependency list.
10. The system of claim 5, wherein the processing unit is
further configured to:
store a plurality of templates in a template library on the at
least one memory device, wherein a template in the
template library contains RM semantic units and vari-
able locations implemented in the RM;
create and modify templates in the template library; and
identify templates in the template library in the CM.
11. The system of claim 10, wherein the processing unit is
further configured to:
separate the CM into a plurality of segments based on CM
semantic units;
match a segment in the plurality of segments to a template
stored in the template library.
12. The system of claim 5, wherein the processing unit is
configured to report differences between the CM and the RM.
13. A program product comprising a non-transitory pro-
cessor-readable medium on which program instructions are
embodied, wherein the program instructions are configured,
when executed by at least one programmable processor, to
cause the at least one programmable processor to:
verify that a comparison model representation (CMR) is
compatible with a reference model representation
(RMR), wherein the RMR is generated from a reference
model (RM) and the CMR is generated from a compari-
son model (CM), wherein the CM and the RM are com-
patible according to the same set of rules;
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verify that a CM data flow diagram derived from the CMR
and RM data flow diagram derived from the RMR are
compatible with one another;
verify that all CM semantic units implement expected
behaviors that correspond to RM semantic units; and
verify that all RM semantic units are accounted for in the
CM.

14. The program product of claim 13, wherein the program
instructions are further configured to cause at least one pro-
grammable processor to:

identify attributes from the CM;

create a RM block list from the RMR and create a CM

block list from the CMR;

verify that each RM block name in the RM block list is

compatible with a CM block name in the CM block list;
and
create an unmatched block list, wherein the unmatched
block list contains a list of RM block names that fail to be
compatible with a CM block name in the CM block list
and a list of CM block names that fail to be compatible
with at least one RM block name in the RM block list.
15. The program product of claim 14, wherein the program
instructions are further configured to cause at least one pro-
grammable processor to:
verify that functionality associated with CM block names
in the CM block list are compatible with functionality
associated with RM block names in the RM block list;

create a RM block child list comprising the names of each
RM child block of a RM block represented by the RM
block name;

create a CM block child list comprising the names of each

CM child block of a CM block represented by the CM
block name;
verify that functionality associated with each RM child
block in the RM block child list is compatible with a
functionality associated with a CM block child in the
CM block child list; and

verify that attributes associated with the RM block name
are compatible with attributes associated with the CM
block name.

16. The program product of claim 13, wherein the program
instructions are further configured to cause at least one pro-
grammable processor to:

create an attribute dependency list, wherein the attribute

dependency list identifies data dependencies within the
CM; and

compare attribute dependencies within the attribute depen-

dency list with data dependencies in the RMR.

17. The program product of claim 16, wherein the program
instructions are further configured to cause at least one pro-
grammable processor to:

identify CM functions;

separate the CM into CM segments based on a semantic

unit;

identify a token type in a CM segment; and

identify a data dependency within the CM segment and

saves the data dependency in the attribute dependency
list.

18. The program product of claim 13, wherein the program
instructions are further configured to cause at least one pro-
grammable processor to:

store a plurality of templates in a template library, wherein

atemplate in the template library contains RM semantic

units and variable locations implemented in the RM;
create and modify templates in the template library; and
identify templates in the template library in the CM.
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19. The program product of claim 18, wherein the program
instructions are further configured to cause at least one pro-
grammable processor to:

separate the CM into a plurality of CM segments based on

semantic units; 5

match a CM segment in the plurality of CM segments to a

template stored in the template library.

20. The program product of claim 13, wherein the program
instructions are further configured to cause at least one pro-
grammable processor to report differences between the CM 10
and the RM.
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